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Remarks 


Claims 35-44. 46, 47, and 50-51 are pending in the Application, 
Claims 35-44, 46. 47, and 50-5 1 arc rejected. 


i. INFORMALITIES 

The Examiner has objected to Claims 39 and 40 because of the following 
j ies: in claim? 39 and 40, line 3, it appears thai should be ""rC \ Office 
w nor;, at 2. 

\ >plkani concurs (has there do appear to be typographical errors in Claims 39 
i ! the listing of ciainivS provided in. Applicant's Amendment Under 37 C.F.R. § 
U cd December 15,. .7.006 ^'Applicant's December 2006 Amendment). Applicant 
^ »v « - hese errors occurred because the "±'" symbol was inadvertently converted the 
> i \>l due to a computer word-processing error. 

Prior to Applicant's December 2006 Amendment, the listing of claims 3 9 and 40 
in the present Application was as follows: 

39. (Previously Presented) A rope of single-wall carbon stanotubes in 
accordance with claim 38 wherein the average diameter of all single-wail 
carbon rumotubes in the rope is 13.8 A ± 0.3 A. 

40. (Previously Presented) A rope of single-wail carbon nanotubes in 
accordance with claim 38 wherein the average diameter of all single-wail 
carbon nanotubes in the rope is 13.8 A ± 0.2 A. 

oVc Amendment Accompanying Request For Continued Examination, hied June 30. 2006 

; ''Applicant's RCh"), at 2. These claims contained the tv ± ,! symbol, as intended by 

Applicant. 

In Applicants" December 2006 Amendment. Applicant bad intended for Claims 
30 or 40 to remain identical to their listing of claims provided in Applicant's R.CH. In 
tact, when listing these claims in Applicant's December 2006 Amendment. Applicant 


noted thai the statu? of Claims 59 and 40 were as "Previously Provided." Hence, the use 
of the <- ±" symbol in these claims should have remained unchanged. Nonetheless, when 
provided to the USPTG. the "£' symbol had somehow changed to die symbol. 

Accordingly. Applicant has amended ihe claims to return them to the way that 
these were in Applicant's RCE (and the way Applicant intended them to be in 
App; icam's December 2006 Amendment }. 

Applicant's respectfully appreciates the Examiner identifying these typographical 
errors so that Applicant can correct the claims to the proper form. 

in light of the foregoing. Applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner 
withdraw the objections to Claims 39 and 40 in view of the stated informalities. 

NONSTATUTORY DOt BUI PMFMIM; kf H ON' 
The Examiner bus rejected Claims 35-44. 46. 47, and 50-51 under the judicially 
created doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting, as being unpatentable over Claims 
1-22 of United States Patent Mo. 6,969,504. issued November 29, 2005, to S ma I ley el ttl 
r-thc "504 Patent"). final Office Action, at 2. 

Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection. However, to facilitate prosecution 
of the Application. Applicant hereby responds wiih the enclosed Terminal Disclaimer to 
'5„'< \, \ wW .vos - ^ k d, ile tenv KWtion 1 hereibn.. \\\\* '■o^i^ssn^s-Upe 
< <\ s c ,k tc v v i. "c „a v now in^oi 

Hi. CONCLUSION 

ie> iehir^.j t is as-atc n> \ppKeo* Jt " tv i roi, K*\^L^«>\ 
o 1 ! i -\ It in. o| aiiu h tqi^v-t d v 'u oK,i'h> ii 

^P'i v oms n ' t i ^ii ii i v LiO s 1 p v i' \^ „n >s\ -iSn t ns 
•> u ,o < o J U ^5 v >k c Mh ^ w i n v v u Ki ^o- h v v. ' , t 

, o i'^'n so - i' v'l e< <o <„ vr^ mki ^es o ! )c^s v.miI \ 0<> w 0 (> <. w 


V >U^k Ruin I ^ <u' ^ ,. « Attorney's Docket No.: 2 1753-003002 

■\ppSkxr„ -wpecUJh -\i.'.k"-is fUr kvnuinor ■-all Applicant's aoU-ru<.\ ai nia^b 
j.-aed iv ^>\\ ii i : v Tvinnrot bebo^es thai Hich a di^cu^iou v^ouid be bdpiul m resoiv?;^ a; 
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